Innovation is a term that is used and defined in many different ways. This holds for innovation in general, but particularly for innovation in the creative industries. In cultural policy and in academic literature, the creative industries are often addressed in the relation to their innovative capacities, yet a shared conceptualisation of innovation in this sector is lacking. This paper seeks to develop a conceptualisation of innovation in the creative industries based on 43 interviews with creative workers about their views and practices. Results indicate that creative workers articulate numerous views on innovation, with three main approaches: innovation as something completely new, innovation as a contribution to society and innovation as a continuous recombination of new and existing elements, with the latter being most prevalent in the creative industries and considered a central (by-product of the) process of creative production that is highly contextual to specific localities and fields.
Introduction
Innovation is one of the numerous terms in (social) science that are conceptualised in many different traditions of thinking, yet at the same time, the term has had a profound influence on both policy and production. Innovation is exceptionally hard to quantify in measures and rates, making it a complex concept to work with. This holds for innovation in technological and production processes, but even more so for the creative and cultural industries, which often lack the traditional measures of innovation such as R&D expenditure and patents (Chapain et al. 2010) . Many still view innovation in an atomistic and linear manner, with inventions as inputs and market success as outputs. Additionally, most research on innovation focuses on the science, technology, engineering and mathematics (hereafter STEM) sectors, making the concept not, or only to a limited extent, applicable to other industries, such as the service industries or creative industries (e.g. Jaaniste 2009 ).
At the same time, broader social and industrial developments such as the culturalisation of the economy (Lash and Urry 1994; Scott 1997 ) and the growing importance of creativity and the knowledge economy (Leadbeater 2000) alter the realm of what we see as 'new' or 'innovative' . Together with the seminal works of for example Florida (2002) and Landry (2000) , these developments led to the assumption that the creative industries are a key contributor to innovation economies. Ideas, processes, products and talent that are developed by the creative industries drive productivity in and outside these industries (Cunningham 2013 fashionable discourse and policy construct in the 1990s, policy documents and grey literature increasingly presented innovation as synonymous to creativity and the creative industries (Oakley 2009 ) by, for example, stating that '[k]nowledge and creativity are becoming powerful drivers of economic growth in the contemporary globalizing world' (UNCTAD 2010, 209) . These discourses were strongly tied to Throsby's (2001) concentric circles model in which the creative arts are considered to be generators of ideas developed by other industries, and are, as Oakley (2009) argues, also applied by the general economy. Ultimately, this resulted in a wide variety of policy measures to stimulate the creative economy (e.g. the European Agenda for Culture's Policy Handbook or the Dutch Top Sector of the Creative Industries), without fully understanding how the innovativeness of the creative industries would spill over into the wider economy.
Yet (or furthermore), both in academic as well as in this grey literature, the creative industries are often underrepresented in the sense that innovation in these sectors is difficult to grasp and measure statistically (Cunningham 2008; Miles and Green 2008) . With these social and policy changes in mind, the call for a new approach to innovation in the creative industries becomes more urgent. As Hutter and Stark (2015, 1) recently argued: [a] s modern society transforms itself into a society of continuous self-change, the scope of innovation widens to all processes that introduce something new. A very broad definition is needed to capture cases as diverse as the shapes of specific synthesizer sounds to new labour market policies, or from a new fashionable style of painting to the invention of a mathematical proof.
We seek to take the first step in developing such a new, broad definition of innovation by focusing on the creative industries. As mentioned above, these industries are, both in research and in policy documents, often heralded as the quintessential innovative industries (Evans 2009 ), yet, they are problematic in the assessment of their innovativeness. Despite their heterogeneity, their mode of production differs from most other sectors in the sense that it is characterised by a continuous stream of improvements and changes (Lee and Rodriguez-Pose 2014) . Every website, sculpture, theatre production and photograph that is not a replication of other works of art receives its value by being something unique and new (Caves 2000) . Arguably, an atomistic and linear approach to innovation can therefore not be upheld when discussing the creative industries.
This raises the question of how creative industries innovation may be different from other forms of innovation, such as innovation in the STEM sectors. We seek to refine the conceptualisation of innovation specifically for the creative and cultural industries by building on the findings on 43 in-depth interviews with creative entrepreneurs about their definitions, experiences and interpretations of innovation in their field of work. Our aim is to contextualise innovation in a way that does justice to the manifold practices of creative industries entrepreneurs, while revealing its highly social and spatial embeddedness in creative industries production systems.
Problematising innovation and the creative industries
The conceptualisation of innovation has strong historical roots which provide important insights in the current issues in the usage of the term. Initially, innovation was coined by researchers involved in technology development and economics. The early discussion was heavily influenced by the work of Joseph Schumpeter, who considered the entrepreneur to be the principal player in innovative production. Schumpeter's often cited definition of innovation covers the width innovation still has today: the introduction of a new good, the introduction of a new method of production, the opening of new markets, the conquest of a new source or supply of raw materials or half-manufactured goods, and the implementation of a new form of organisation (Schumpeter 1934) . In his definition, innovation is considered to be a new combination of means of production, distinguishing it from invention, which 'is without importance to economic analysis' and mere reproductions of existing business models (Schumpeter 1939, 85) . This importance to economic analysis has nowadays become an increasingly difficult aspect, as profit, especially in the creative industries, is not always the main indicator for success. On the other hand, innovation in Schumpeterian terms does fit the current creative industries: innovation became a term strongly tied to individual entrepreneurship. As individual entrepreneurship in the form of SMEs or freelancers is abundant in the creative industries (Hesmondhalgh 2012) , these industries undeniably fit this aspect of a Schumpeterian approach to innovation.
However, in the years of Schumpeter and the subsequent decades, the most prominent means of production were often focused on industries other than the creative. The vast majority of research on innovation published in the decades following Schumpeter's definition focused on R&D in sectors such as agriculture, manufacturing and mining. This research was frequently based on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's (OECD) Frascati (from 1962) and Oslo (from 1992) manuals, which employed a technological product and processes (hereafter TPP) definition of innovation. TPP innovation is defined as: 'implemented technologically new products and processes and significant technological improvements in products and processes ' (OECD -EUROSTAT 1997, 31) .
1 Not surprisingly, these TPP approaches to innovations poorly fit other sectors, such as the service or the creative industries (Eltham 2013; Stoneman 2009 ) because their innovations often take a different shape than those in the TPP industries.
As argued above, in early and mid-twentieth century, the creative industries were not often considered to be a relevant area of economic analysis and academic research on innovation. This changed towards the end of the century. Especially over the last two decades, a corpus of academic literature and policy reports discussing this presumed association between the creative industries and innovation has grown tremendously (e.g. Brandellero and Kloosterman 2010; Desrochers 2001; Gordon and McCann 2005; Grantham and Kaplinsky 2005; Landry and Bianchi 2005; O'Connor 2004; Oakley, Sperry, and Pratt 2008; Pratt and Jeffcutt 2009; Scott 1999 Scott , 2006 .
The creative industries, often used interchangeably with the terms cultural industries or cultural economy, are considered those industries that 'have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent and which have the potential for wealth and job creation' (DCMS 1998). In the Netherlands, a common definition demarcates the creative industries as those industries producing products and services that are the result of creative labour (Rutten et al. 2004) . Other definitions highlight the importance of cultural, artistic or entertainment value in products and services (Caves 2000) , the industries that 'deal primarily with the industrial production and circulation of texts' (Hesmondhalgh 2012, 16) or a group of core creative arts that diffuse outwards to other (creative industries related) industries through concentric circles (Throsby 2008) .
How did a mostly STEM sector oriented concept as innovation became affiliated with the creative industries? In the recent years and along with the rising importance of a cultural economy or even a culturalisation of global capitalism (cf. Scott 1997) , creativity has become increasingly instrumental to economic and employment growth agendas. Especially in knowledge economies, the industries producing non-tangible goods and ideas are considered important foundations of innovation and subsequently economic progress. Therefore, also encouraged by Florida's (2002) work on the creative class, the importance of enhancing creativity and innovation trickled through to many levels of policy and politics.
However, despite this peak of interest in the creative industries and innovation, academic research sparsely studied the specific features of innovation in the creative industries. Moreover, the development of an overarching (i.e. multidisciplinary yet cohesive) conceptualisation of innovation in the creative industries for the policy field has been hampered by the fact that, throughout Europe, the cultural and creative industries have been coined a key economic sector whose innovative capacities were believed to branch out or spill over to the wider economy (DCMS 1998; UNCTAD 2008) . The enthusiasm about the innovative capacities of the creative industries was mostly based on assertions rather than actual evidence for the link between creativity, culture and innovation (Oakley 2009) . Inevitably, such a normative approach obstructed the development of a neutral definition of innovation in the creative industries in many policy papers.
Consequently, in the policy field, innovation in the creative industries is mostly considered in its relation to spill-overs to the broader economy (Pratt and Jeffcutt 2009 ), but how is innovation defined in contemporary academic research on the creative industries?
2 In many existing accounts of research on innovation in the creative industries, a TPP like approach to innovation is adopted, using atomised and linear unidirectional depictions of the innovation process (e.g. Godin 2006 ), where creativity is generally seen as an external input to 'non-creative' sectors or waning regions and cities. The same holds for other definitions of innovation, for example, the one developed by Gordon and McCann (2005, 525) , who stated that '[i]nnovation involves the successful implementation of a new product, service, or process, which for most activities entails their commercial success' , or the definition of Fagerberg, Mowery, and Nelson (2005) , which can be summarised in carrying out a new idea for a product or process. Both studies argue that innovation is different from the mere inception of an idea or invention, and consider successful implementation a core aspect of innovation. In the creative industries, however, commercial success is not always the most prominent objective of production. In other discourses and as mentioned in the introduction, the creative industries are considered innovative by nature, with creative practitioners continuously producing new products and services. However, in these discourses, innovations take a different form than in the STEM sector innovations, as such innovations often are minor and subtle aesthetic changes in a product's look or design, or its production process (Stoneman 2009 ). In either case, the context specific, organisation dependent and institutionalised nature of the underlying processes has remained largely obscured from the analysis. Even though among others Castañer and Campos (2002) , Caves (2000) , Miles and Green (2008) , Stoneman (2009), Cappetta, Cillo, and Ponti (2006) , Jaaniste (2009 ), Bilton (2009 , 2015 , Lorenzen and Frederiksen (2008) and Gordon and McCann (2005) proposed one or several conceptualisations and definitions of innovation in the creative industries, they employ a rather diffuse set of concepts. For example, their conceptualisations range from hidden innovation (innovation that is hidden from traditional measures, without a scientific or technological basis or created from novel combinations, or small local innovations taking place 'under the radar' [Miles and Green 2008] ), stylistic innovation (the reassignment of meanings to an existing product or its change in aesthetic characteristics [Cappetta, Cillo, and Ponti 2006] ), soft innovation (innovation in products that are not generally considered functional in nature but are mainly aesthetic [Stoneman 2009]) to artistic innovation (the introduction of something new in a(n) (organisational) field [Castañer and Campos 2002] ). Even though overlap can be found, each definition highlights a different interpretation of the term.
Besides formulating alternative definitions, some authors explicitly differentiate the innovations in the creative industries from other, often technological innovations. According to Caves (2000) , creative industries innovation primarily consists of process innovation, new combinations of existing elements or fringe styles, while 'normal' innovation emerges mainly from purposive and typically costly efforts built on scientific and engineering knowledge. Pratt and Gornostaeva (2009) also address the difference between creative industries and innovation in other sectors: the former is often not a technological big bang, but a more organic and systemic process that is influenced by complex structures in regulation and the market. Another distinction is made between cultural product and process (hereafter CPP) innovation and TPP innovation, with the former considered to be the creative counterpart of the latter. Instead of the STEM sectors and patents, CPP innovation is based on the expressive-reflexive knowledge systems of the humanities and social sciences and copyrighted products. It includes the R&D, application and diffusion of cultural products and the way they are made, delivered and distributed. On the production side, the driving forces behind CPP innovation are often creative inspiration, while on the consumer side, innovation is often driven by developments in consumer tastes (Jaaniste 2009 ). Lee and Rodriguez-Pose (2014) differentiate in forms of innovations: original, fully new innovations vs. learned innovations; innovations already existing yet new to the firm.
Nevertheless, while the aforementioned authors address the exceptional nature of creative innovation, Lee and Rodriguez-Pose (2014) argue that innovation in the creative industries does not take a different form than innovation in other sectors. Their approach to innovation is often reflected in innovation measurement documents. For example, the Community Innovation Survey is one of the measures used to quantify innovation in the creative industries (e.g. Bakhshi and McVittie 2009 ). This survey relies heavily on the Oslo Manual, using a broad yet technological view on innovation. This indicates that the STEM oriented approach to innovation in the creative industries is still present, despite the many disputes around the nature of innovations especially within these industries.
In sum, contemporary research offers a wide variety of conceptualisations of innovation with relation to the creative industries. Yet, a coherent conceptualisation of innovation in the field of the creative industries is needed. Instead of taking a theoretical approach, we propose to focus on the experiences of practitioners in the creative industries. By doing this, we aim to provide a definition of innovation that captures the idiosyncrasies of innovation in the creative industries, yet that also does justice to the general tendencies of their field of work. This leads to the following research question: What do creative practitioners experience as innovation in their field of work, and how do they give meaning to this concept? The literature review indicates that innovation takes on many different shapes, dependent on the approach of the author and the industrial sectors. Therefore, a useful line of thought -and one that we propose to follow here -is to adopt a process approach to innovation within a field of innovation and creativity (cf. Bourdieu 1993; Pratt and Jeffcutt 2009) . Based on the particularities of the creative industries addressed in the aforementioned research, 'newness' in the creative industries often has a different meaning compared to innovation in the STEM sectors. Therefore, we expect that innovation emerges in places by agents in a structural context, embedded in interactive processes of embodied learning and feedback. In order to answer the research question, we have taken a qualitative approach by exploring the meanings, definitions and explanations given to innovation by creative entrepreneurs in the Netherlands.
Methods and data collection
The creative industries are, both in this project as well as elsewhere in academia, policy and politics, often addressed in relation to their contribution to innovation. Similar to innovation, classification of the creative industries has been a subject of debates for decades. The most prominent definition of the creative industries has been coined by DCMS (2001) . This classification has been subject to many changes, but most prominently includes nine industries: advertising and marketing; architecture; crafts; design (product, graphic and fashion); film, TV, radio and photography; IT, software and computer services; publishing; museums, publishing and libraries and music, performing and visual arts.
In an initial round of short, open and informal interviews with creative entrepreneurs conducted in the winter of 2013-2014, we found that many respondents do not identify with most common conceptualisations of innovation, as they considered these definitions to be mostly associated with technologically based industries. Therefore, 43 in-depth follow-up interviews have been conducted with creative entrepreneurs in order to gain a more refined and grounded understanding of the meanings of innovation both to producers and researchers. All our respondents worked in one or several of the DCMS sub-sectors of the creative industries, with the majority employed in the film, TV, radio and photography sectors, IT, software and computer services sectors and design sectors. The most important selection criterion here was a self-reported relationship with creative entrepreneurship. Interestingly, we found little to no differences between respondents working in separate sub-sectors. Therefore, we treated our respondents as one group: creative entrepreneurs, and did not distinguish between the disciplines in the following analysis.
Additionally, all respondents were located in the Netherlands. The Netherlands has a well-developed creative industries sector that experienced a strong growth in the 1990s and early 2000s (Stam, De Jong, and Marlet 2008) . Similar to the sector's structure in other European countries (e.g. Boix et al. 2016; Power 2003; Turok 2003 ) the Dutch creative industries are most prominently agglomerated around the major metropolitan areas (Stam, De Jong, and Marlet 2008) and primarily consist of SMEs (Braams and Urlings 2010) . Even though all respondents work in urban areas, our sample was not limited to the capital or large cities, but also included smaller cities outside of the major metropolitan areas. Finally, all were located in creative business centres: large, often historical buildings that housed between some 40 and 400 creative entrepreneurs.
The respondents have been recruited in several ways. First, gatekeepers such as the small-scale clusters' managers functioned as intermediaries. Second, some respondents forwarded our invitation to their acquaintances, thus leading to snowball sampling. Third, a number of respondents have been recruited by the occasional small talk in the elevator or when walking around the place. The vast majority of interviews took place in the respondents' workplaces, though some interviews were conducted at lunchrooms, meeting rooms or 'on the go' . Interviews lasted between 30 and 90 min, averaging at about 55 min, and were recorded and transcribed. All interviews were subsequently coded and analysed using Atlas.ti by taking a primarily semantic and inductive thematic coding approach (Braun and Clarke 2006) . Recurrent themes were explored further through a grounded theory inspired approach consisting of phases of open coding, axial coding and selective coding (Strauss and Corbin 1990) . In these coding processes, we have chosen to focus on the definitions given to innovation in general, the definition of innovation in their field, their self-evaluation in terms of innovativeness, the context in which innovation occurs and the relationship between specific places and innovation. Of the interviews, 42 were conducted in Dutch (and the remaining one in English), and the relevant fragments were translated into English for this paper.
Innovation in the creative industries from the perspective of creative workers
Not surprisingly and similar to the plethora of definitions coined by academics and policy makers, the respondents did not articulate one coherent vision on the meaning of innovation. In fact, many respondents struggled to come up with a general definition of innovation in the first place. There often was a noticeable reluctance to reflect on innovation and their own innovativeness.
The reluctance to discuss these topics has two reasons that resonate with the history of the concept of innovation and the creative industries. First, many respondents considered innovation to be a term that is associated with the STEM sectors: sectors that are highly different from the field the respondents are operating in. Evidently, this is strongly tied to the heritage of innovation being historically predominantly used for R&D and patent focused sectors. Second, this indifferent attitude to innovation was partly caused by the aforementioned perceived increasing importance of innovation for the creative industries. Respondents did not associate with it, nor did they feel represented by the often articulated idea of the creative industries as an engine for economic growth and innovation (e.g. DCMS 1998; UNCTAD 2008). In fact, a few respondents expressed negative thoughts about this creative industries 'innovativeness imperative' , and considered the term 'innovation' to be a platitude, or to be misused or overused for the creative industries. However, when the creative workers were asked to give a definition of innovation in relation to their own experiences, many respondents did develop a definition that covered either innovation in general, or innovation in their fields. This indicated that innovation has indeed become an empty term for many creative entrepreneurs, but as soon as it connected to specific contents or their own experiences, it immediately became meaningful. From our analysis, three distinct patterns of innovation definitions arose, reflecting the full gamut of existing definitions: innovation as something completely new, innovation with a social impact and innovation as a continuous process of renewal.
The complete newness approach
The first of these definitions highly resembles the atomistic, linear interpretation often voiced in the context of the STEM sectors and TPP innovation: the form of innovation mostly to be found in the OECD (1962, 1992, 1997) manuals. Innovation here is presented as something that is completely new; an object, process or service that was not yet in existence before. The newness here could be found in technology, techniques, new materials and new forms of software or computer programmes (see also the definition of Bakhshi and Throsby [2012] ). Noticeably, these accounts of innovation require radical change and a strong creative imagination: being able to see things that are not yet existing. Most respondents formulating this complete newness approach to innovation, however, rarely felt like they themselves were able to do this. Such a form of innovation was, for most, reserved for the STEM sectors.
Innovation is when you create something that is not yet existing. [Kim, Photographer] I think innovation is something […] that does not exist yet. And I find that difficult, because actually everything exists. And then you quickly move towards technological progress. [Claire, Graphic designer] Nevertheless, even though the majority of creative workers argued that this complete newness innovation is rare in the creative industries, some referred to a number of other aspects that were frequently associated with innovation in the creative industries. Firstly, innovativeness is considered to be strongly related to, or even inseparable from, technology and technological development. A new camera that provides new possibilities, faster computers giving more opportunities to create state-of-the-art designs and new chemical techniques that enable novel forms of ceramic glazing are all examples of externally developed technologies that influence the potential for creative practitioners. Instead of seeing TPP innovation and CPP innovation as two mutually exclusive aspects of innovation, this implies an alternative concentric circles model, with technology diffusing to the outer circles containing the creative industries.
The examples are not limited to the respondents' disciplinary field and experiences of their own work. A number of respondents referred to developments and objects outside their daily lives, and even outside Schumpeter's broad scheme of forms of innovation; travelling to Mars being probably the most imaginative example. A noteworthy pattern here is the recurrent reference to tangible 'innovative' objects, in particular the 3D printer, which was often considered the epitome of innovation. In our analysis, we found numerous references to this object, as well as ways in which it could be used to transform their creative work practices and its astonishing influence on society. This -again -is an example of a technological breakthrough that influences the work and experiences of creative workers. 
The social impact of innovation
This innovation with a social impact is also a recurrent theme, and is the second definition of innovation that emerged from the analysis. Here, what makes an innovation an innovation is not its newness, but its social impact or relevance. Making the world a better place is a characterising element for defining innovation for these creative entrepreneurs. This could be related to technological developments such as the aforementioned 3D printer, or development in business models and apps like taxi service Uber, for example, by being able to make prosthetics and making taxi services more affordable. Both these examples are derived, not surprisingly, from sectors outside the creative industries. This broad definition is related to the concept of social innovation that is also mentioned by Jaaniste (2009) .
Even though many creative workers did not participate in specific social innovation activities, in some cases their definition did refer to more creative developments. A creative development, for example designing a chair, was rendered meaningless by one of the respondents if no one wants to use it. Community art projects are, for many respondents, also an important aspect of their work. Several declared to have strong ties with local politics and social movements. For them, the aim was not so much to invent new products, but mostly to make 'nice things for the people' [Francis, Fine Arts]. Hence, innovation does not have to be a grand revolution: it also appears on a smaller level. The characterising feature is not its successful implementation in terms of market success (such as Gordon and McCann's [2005] 
Innovation as a continuous process of renewal
The third and final definition of innovation that was voiced by the creative workers is, in most cases, closest to their personal experiences. Even though many respondents referred to complete newness and innovation with social impact, few were involved in major breakthroughs such as 3D printing and articulated having explicit social commitments themselves -they considered themselves first and foremost creative entrepreneurs, and not predominantly the saviour of the world (although some did argue that they wanted 'to make the world a better place' [Marcus, New media designer]). Therefore, a number of creative workers developed a definition of innovation that is similar to what Lorenzen and Frederiksen (2008) consider a constant form of product innovation resulting in continuous streams of small adjustments.
Indeed, the respondents argued that they rarely develop fully new products; on the contrary, most products are a variation on a pre-existing design, suggesting a very soft innovation (Stoneman 2009 ) like approach. This can be either a combination of old and new, such as a garment with new technological functions or an existing website design with a new plugin, or even old with old, such as the development of new innovative artwork collections or combining one's existing work with someone else's in order to develop an unexpected outcome. Improving efficiency of existing processes is also an aspect of innovation that was mentioned repeatedly. In either case, the linear, 'great breakthrough' idea of innovation was dismissed for a notion that focused much more on small steps and unexpected creative outcomes (see also formal innovation [Bianchi and Bartolotti 1996] and stylistic innovation [Cappetta, Cillo, and Ponti 2006] here). In sum, innovation, in this third form, is not something new; it is a process of continuous renewal. With regard to innovation as renewal, it is important to note that for many creative workers, making something new or changing an object or process, is not an ultimate goal or their incentive to work. On the contrary, many argued that without continuously developing new products and services, an artist cannot survive. Creative workers, thus, are repeatedly on the outlook for renewal and innovation. However, some respondents stress that these improvements can hardly be measured, and the degree of innovation is only relative to what is perceived as 'new' or 'better' within their own economic network. In this field, market success may be seen as an objective indicator; entrepreneurial (peer) recognition as a more subjective indicator of innovation. Such indicators tie in rather neatly with a Bourdieusian (1993) framework of analysis and fit the definition of innovation in the creative industries as described by Castañer and Campos (2002) : innovation in the creative industries is characterised by innovativeness within a specific field.
[Talking about an existing project] I find it very interesting, is it innovative? I find it a good move, but is it really innovative? In this sector it may be innovative. I don't think many businesses this size made this step. [Marcus, New media designer]
The others are also on the move, and if you're not renewing or doing innovative work, and you're doing the same for too long, then eventually the competition will roll past you, […] because you've become out-dated. […] Especially as an artist. [Sebastian, Event organiser] This confirms the distinction of several forms of innovation outlined by Lee and Rodriguez-Pose (2014) , who discerned original or new to the market innovation and learnt or new to the firm innovation in new services and products or new processes. The latter is much more common in the creative industries, and is often a result of the recombination of existing knowledge, ideas or technologies being already applied elsewhere. Stam, De Jong, and Marlet (2008) also found that in the Netherlands, creative firms excel most prominently in new product and service innovation, whereas the introduction of goods and services to the industry is more on par with other industries.
In conclusion, the first two definitions, innovation as complete newness and to a lesser extent the social impact of innovation, indicate that there are some differences between innovation in the creative industries and innovations in other industries. The innovations elsewhere are often regarded as grand technological breakthrough and often as a development that could change society for the better. Even though a number of respondents argued that they were involved in (spin-off ) social innovation or fully new innovative products or services, most respondents claimed that their work does not have such a character or impact (even though many were involved in a form of community arts of engagement).
If it is not the STEM sector or TPP oriented definition that fits their work best, how should we address innovation in the creative industries? Arguably, the third definition provides an answer to this question. Innovations, according to many respondents, always occur in a context. For example, applying a newly learned technique for developing photographic films (see also the learned innovation definition of Lee and Rodriguez-Pose [2014] ), or combining several existing forms of art. The explanation for this distinction can be found in the difference between the goal and the means. In many creative industries, innovation is not regarded a goal as, for example, patents are for the STEM sectors. On the contrary, to do their everyday work, creative workers have no other options than creating a new or adjusted product or service. This leads to a significantly different and broader approach to innovation.
Conclusion
In our research, we have sought to refine the conceptualisation of innovation specifically for the creative and cultural industries by exploring the definitions, experiences and interpretations of innovation of creative practitioners in and outside their respective field of work. Our findings are based on an analysis of 43 in-depth interviews. We aimed to do justice to the many aspects of the creative industries by taking these particular practitioners' views as a starting point for our analysis.
Our first observation is that many respondents at first felt little affinity with the concept of innovation in their own fields of work, despite (or perhaps because of ) the assumed relationship between innovation and the creative industries. The innovation and creative industries discourse that emerged from the 1990s especially in, but not limited to, the field of cultural policies, contributed to the developments of many cultural and creative industries through (increased) subsidies and other forms of investments (Oakley 2009; Pratt and Jeffcutt 2009) . However, the results of this study indicate that such an 'innovation and the creative industries' hype also has detrimental effects in the sense that it could alienate the actual creative workers from these policies. Indeed, some of the respondents did not identify with this innovation imperative and they voiced two distinct arguments for this. On the one hand, they felt 'tired' of the ubiquitous discourse of the innovative capacities of the creative industries, and on the other hand, many argued that the concept did not fit their practices as creative workers. This is strongly related to another significant finding of our research: the overall conception of innovation in a general sense among practitioners in the creative industries is still a fairly traditional notion of technological improvement and the adoption of ground breaking technologies for manufacturing new products. A good illustration of this definition is the example of 3D printing often voiced by the respondents as the epitome of innovation. At the same time, many argued that such technological progress alone cannot fulfil the conditions for innovation; innovation, according to some respondents, has to have a social impact as well. The most prominent examples tell us that the common assumption of invented technologies as being external to the creative field still is widely supported, even among creative workers. However, once the creative practitioners hypothesised about their own work, and considered, for instance, how such an invention can be used as input in the creative process in order to generate innovative output, several respondents synthesised existing common notions of innovation with their own working practices and developed a more nuanced definition of innovation for the creative industries.
This synthesis was voiced by a significant part of our respondents who dismissed linear models of innovation when talking about their own practices, and focused much more on the exceptional nature of their specific creative industry. Here, the emphasis in their definitions of innovation within their own field was not on ground breaking technologies, but rather on incremental improvements and experiments (which Caves [2000] sees as inherent to creative work). These small 'innovations' were rarely considered as being fully new within the economy or the creative industries in general, and in some cases not even within their own sector. On the contrary, respondents argued that this newness was highly contextual and localised. Similarly, many rejected the idea of being specifically innovative individuals, yet at the same time, they saw their work as innovative (within a specific context) in a self-evident way. Likewise, they linked innovation to creativity or even the necessity of a creative drive in their work. Innovation in their field, they argued, is intertwined with their everyday work; it is part and parcel of working in sectors such as the creative industries as was also indicated by Hutter and Stark (2015) . This also corroborates the findings of Oakley, Sperry, and Pratt (2008) for British artists and advertising professionals. In addition to such contextualised forms of innovation, some respondents also referred to social and communicative effects of innovation, which resonates with Dogruel's (2014) conceptualisation of media innovations.
In conclusion, we argue that innovation in the creative industries is best understood by taking a holistic view, including its sources and outcomes, and that innovation is a process or a by-product of a process that is more than mere creativity or successful implementations of novel ideas or products. Contrary to STEM sectors innovation, in which innovation is goal-oriented and often a costly and wellplanned procedure (Caves 2000; Pratt and Gornostaeva 2009) , the results indicate that for creative entrepreneurs, innovation in the creative industries is a process and a by-product of creative production, and is dependent upon openness to the environment and the utilisation of existing or creating new methods that increase or deliver high quality outputs that are new in specific contexts. The goal of this innovation is not so much developing the spill-overs to the wider economy as many policy reports indicate (e.g. UNCTAD 2010), but rather achieving an artistic or social goal that allows the creative worker to continue his or her practices. Thus, our perspective partly overlaps with the traditional view of TPP and the more recent CPP innovation (Jaaniste 2009 ), yet it places less emphasis on the market and societal acceptance. In our view, and most similar to the notion of artistic innovation as described by Castañer and Campos (2002) or Pratt and Jeffcutt's work (2009) , innovation in the creative industries should be considered a field-specific process that has value in specific contexts and locations and takes different shapes in different settings. This allows an introspective view on the creative industries and, thus, a better way of understanding innovation in this particular context. Moreover, such a definition indicates that many innovations are produced out of the motivations to make things better or to make better things, but also that these innovations are shaped and created by their localities and the idiosyncrasies of the creative fields.
Discussion and limitations
What does this mean for research on innovation and the creative industries? In current research, innovation is defined in many different ways, either through contrasting it to TPP innovation (e.g. Caves 2000; Jaaniste 2009; Pratt and Gornostaeva 2009) or by developing a specific creative industries innovation definition (e.g. Cappetta, Cillo, and Ponti 2006; Castañer and Campos 2002; Miles and Green 2008; Stoneman 2009 ). In cultural policy, a similar attitude towards innovation and the creative industries can be observed (Oakley 2009 ). The primary concern in both fields is that, even though innovation and the creative industries are considered to be tightly interwoven, little attention is paid to how we should consider innovation within these industries.
Our analysis of definitions voiced by creative workers indicates that innovation in the creative industries is often contextual, meaning that the changes in style, form, product, service or organisation are rarely fully new. On the contrary, most innovations are new in a specific field (following Castañer and Campos 2002): a specific place, a sub-sector or a particular scene. Obviously, evaluating such forms of innovation is much more complicated than those that can easily be quantified, such as the traditional measures of for example R&D expenditure and patents (see also Gordon and McCann 2005) . Yet, the current assumptions on which much of the policy reports and to a lesser extent academic research is built, do not fully catch all these nuances of innovation in the creative industries. Taking our proposed contextualised field approach to innovation helps in nuancing the link between innovation and the creative industries, and opens up doors to new forms of analysis that include the many forms of innovation in these sectors. Such a field approach requires a sensitivity to the multitude of interactions that contribute to the development and adoption of creative products and services, as well as a conscientious study of the products' and services' contributors and its consumers. In the words of Pratt and Jeffcutt (2009, 274) : 'Interaction is the key, but interaction that cuts across the conventional boundaries of this field (e.g. commercial/non, formal/non, arts/cultural etc.)' . In practice, this demands a careful and in-depth analysis of the many facets of the practices of creative entrepreneurs, including but not limited to: social (micro) interactions and cooperation, co-location, the creatives' physical environment (e.g. cities, neighbourhoods, buildings and offices), education, and local and national policy measures.
The explorative nature of this study does raise some additional questions that could be addressed in future research. The first issue is related to the overlap between the creative industries and entrepreneurship. Nearly all respondents were either self-employed or were part of a small sized enterprise. Even though this is common for the creative industries (Hesmondhalgh 2012) , this could indicate a conflation between entrepreneurship and creative workers. Future research on entrepreneurship and innovation could clarify whether the findings are indeed characteristic of the creative industries, or if they are a result of generic attitudes of small entrepreneurs and those working in SMEs. Furthermore, our sample primarily consisted of Dutch creative workers located in the Netherlands. Cultural connotations of a concept such as innovation (e.g. Mueller and Thomas 2001) may have influenced how it is discussed among the respondents. Discussing innovation in the Netherlands with creatives or entrepreneurs might therefore yield different results compared to doing similar research in other countries. Cross cultural or cross national comparative research could explore the generalisability of the findings of this study.
Additionally, while this paper aims to take a new step in reconceptualising innovation in the creative industries, further steps are needed for developing a more in-depth understanding. First of all, this analysis is based on self-reported definitions of innovation; this allows an insight in the self-perceived practices of creative entrepreneurs, but does not capture their actual multi-faceted innovation practices. Moreover, little is known about how this continuous, field-specific form of innovation occurs and how this could be measured (if at all) or assessed. Therefore, further research is needed to investigate the sources and forms of innovation of creative entrepreneurs. Such research should examine the daily practices of innovation of creative entrepreneurs in order to develop a better understanding of the negotiations of newness and creative (re)production in order to fully grasp the many shades of innovation in the creative industries. 2. Obviously, the creative industries are a heterogeneous construction; some sectors, such as the arts, have a different view on innovation than for example web design or advertising (Stam, De Jong, and Marlet 2008) . However, in this paper, research on the creative industries refers to these industries in general. For more in-depth studies regarding innovation in specific creative disciplines, we refer to e.g. Cohendet and Simon (2007) , Grantham and Kaplinsky (2005) and Tschang (2007) (see also the overview of Miles and Green [2008] ).
